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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

This systematic review investigated the contexts, critiques, and
challenges of using heutagogy (Hase & Kenyon, 2000), an emerging
instructional approach that emphasizes the self-determination of
learners, to develop lifelong learners. A total of 33 peer-reviewed
publications published between 2000 and 2019 were aggregated
and synthesized, and ﬁndings explored the role that technology
played in supporting the heutagogical approach and learning
environments and contexts that have used heutagogy. The review
concludes with the critiques and challenges of the heutagogical
approach.
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Introduction
As the COVID-19 global pandemic demonstrated, our society can be completely changed
in a matter of months. In a short period of time, daily lives have been completely changed.
People needed to be able to adapt quickly and apply their knowledge and skills in an
increasingly technology-driven society (Ashton & Elliott, 2007; Blaschke & Hase, 2015). As
the pandemic demonstrated, these adaptations happened in a multitude of contexts,
such as restaurant workers becoming delivery drivers and parents becoming homeschool
instructors. Another area that saw a signiﬁcant shift is in education as school districts and
universities shut down face-to-face instruction and transitioned to online instruction
(Hodges et al., 2020; Meckler et al., 2020). The pandemic response demonstrated just
how impactful online learning can be. Millions of students literally overnight began
receiving their instruction online, and millions more new adult learners turned to online
resources seeking information such as how to provide instruction to their children.
Eachempati et al. (2017) argued that traditional educational methods are falling short
in preparing learners to be successful in modern workplace environments. Hase (2009)
further asserted that the linear approach of our current educational system does not align
with the dynamic and nonlinear nature of workplace environments. One way to prepare
for these evolving environments is by helping learners see learning as a continuous rather
than a static process (Abraham & Komattil, 2017; Blaschke, 2019). It is through lifelong
learning that we can best prepare learners to seek out and ﬁnd answers to the questions
that arise as they move through their lives. With this shift to viewing learning as
a continuous process, we must also look to shift to utilizing more learner-centered
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instructional approaches to prepare for lifelong learning (Ashton & Newman, 2006;
Blaschke, 2012; Carr et al., 2018; Pal & Roy, 2019).
The COVID-19 pandemic response in the United States highlighted the challenges of
the instructor-centered instructional approach and the potential beneﬁts of a more
student-centered approach (Barack, 2020). Across the country, school districts and
institutions of higher education decided that having students in schools or on campus
was too dangerous and shifted from face-to-face to online instruction (Hill, 2020;
Hodges et al., 2020; Meckler et al., 2020). However, there was little to no preparation
for the students, teachers, or parents for how to handle this type of instruction (Brenan,
2020; Hodges et al., 2020; Tate, 2020). Previously, parents sent their children oﬀ to
school and let the teachers (and, by proxy, the school districts and administrators)
determine how the days should be structured and what content should be covered.
With the sudden shift to distance education, parents suddenly needed to take a more
active role in the direct instruction of their children (Brenan, 2020; Tate, 2020). And
many struggled. We saw adult learners turning to web-based or on-demand asynchronous learning environments to continue their education or improve their current life
situation, further highlighting the need for instructional approaches that enable these
learners to reach their educational goals (Blaschke, 2012, 2019; Canning, 2010; Canning
& Callan, 2010). Social media and online forums were ﬂooded with parents overly
burdened by the demands of handling this new instructional responsibility (Noguchi,
2020; Reynolds, 2020). They felt that they needed guidance and direction (instructordriven) and ultimately when they did not receive that guidance, they began to demonstrate student-centered problem-solving. They sought out resources in online forums,
they formed social media support groups, and began to think creatively and focus more
on the needs of their children rather than on instructional objectives (Barack, 2020; Tate,
2020). These adults were seeking out answers, on their own, to the questions that were
most relevant to them. This self-directed knowledge journey is known as heutagogy. We
also saw reports of children pursuing interests such as baking, self-directed science
experiments using household materials, and other characteristics of student-centered
learning. This is also an example of heutagogy. Each of these examples showed the
potential for a self-directed approach to learning. While many would have likely provided more guidance, more direction (or a self-regulated approach), we saw that many
were able to adapt to a more learner-centered approach where they sought the sources
of information, learned and then applied what they had learned to their new circumstances. This emergent approach is heutagogy.
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Background
The term heutagogy, sometimes referred to as self-determined learning, was coined by
Hase and Kenyon (2000) as an instructional approach that emphasizes self-determination
in learners. In heutagogy, instructors serve as the compass for learners in their learning
journey (Hase, 2009; Hase & Kenyon, 2007). Heutagogy is not a learning theory such as
constructivism or behaviorism, but instead a learner-centered instructional strategy or
approach. Heutagogy recognizes learners’ unique experiences and attempts to integrate
those into the learning process (Carpenter & Green, 2017). This approach arose from what
Hase (2009) identiﬁed as deﬁciencies within the educational system, speciﬁcally the need
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to present instruction in a nonlinear way that allows for greater application to the world in
which we live.

Purpose

85

The purpose of this systematic review was to provide a comprehensive review of peerreviewed articles between 2000 and 2019 that applied heutagogy to educational contexts,
with a focus on application and implication for online learning contexts. The overarching
question of interest was how the heutagogical approach can be applied in online learning
contexts. To answer this, this review asked the following research questions:

90

(1) What are the assumptions and premises of heutagogy?
(2) What educational contexts have adapted heutagogical approaches?

Method
A systematic review was conducted to identify peer-review articles that answered the
research questions (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005). The review was guided by PRISMA principles
(Liberati et al., 2009), and the procedure is shown in Figure 1.

Initial search
The initial search began using the ERIC, Academic Search Complete, and Education Source
databases. The search term used in all three databases was “heutagogy” and Boolean

Figure 1. Article selection process.
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operators were added to search for additional terms, such as “heutagogy” AND “online 100
learning.”

Study selection
The date range was 2000–2019 to trace from the origins of heutagogy to the present day.
These initial searches yielded 159 results. The same search terms were used in Google
Scholar and yielded 2220 results. After removing duplicates, unobtainable, irrelevant, or 105
not peer-reviewed results, 72 articles remained.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria
The 72 records were analyzed based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria in Table 1.
Included records had to match all the inclusion criteria and none of the exclusion criteria.
The records were reviewed, and additional exclusions were made, consisting of 14
conference papers and ﬁve dissertations. After this step, 53 articles remained.
To ensure high quality articles were used in this review, journal rankings from SCImago
were consulted (https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php). SCImago calculates their
rankings using information in the Scopus database. The scientiﬁc journal ranking (SJR)
score indicates a journal’s average number of weighted citations. In addition to the
H index (a measure of productivity and impact for authors and journals) and SJR score,
SCImago also provides the thematic category of the journal according to Scopus
Classiﬁcation. While this list of journals is not exhaustive, it provided a mechanism
through which to apply a consistent and rigorous standard to the journals. After the 53
articles were identiﬁed, an analysis was conducted on the journals using the SCImago
Journal and Country rankings, and only articles published in journals ranked as either
quartile 1 (Q1) or quartile 2 (Q2) were included. This ﬁnal ﬁltering resulted in the 33 articles
selected for review. More than half of the articles (18 of 33) were in education-themed
journals and were in Q1-ranked journals. A summary of the thematic categories and
quartile breakdown is provided in Table 2.

Synthesis
The results of the synthesis of the 33 articles are discussed in the following sections. In
addition to the 33 peer-reviewed articles, additional works, including book chapters and
Table 1. Inclusion and exclusion criteria.
Inclusion criteria
Article was peer-reviewed
Article used the heutagogical approach in a higher
education context
Article published in English-language academic
journal between 2000 and 2019
Article appeared in a journal ranked in either Q1 or
Q2a
a

Exclusion criteria
Result was book chapter, conference proceeding, dissertation,
or not a peer-reviewed source
Article appeared in a journal that did not have an SJR score

According to SCImago Journal and Country rankings (https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php)
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Table 2. Reviewed articles by thematic category and quartile.
Number of articles by
quartile
Thematic category
Education
Library and information sciences
Computer science (miscellaneous)
Computer science applications
Business, management, and accounting
Computer networks and communications
Engineering (miscellaneous)
Communication

Q1
16
1
1
0
0
0
0
0

Q2
2
0
1
4
3
2
1
1

other peer-reviewed articles, were reviewed to create a complete picture of heutagogy.
These records provided context, such as the seminal texts for capability and double-loop 130
learning, two core elements of heutagogy.

Results and discussion
Research question 1: What are the assumptions and premises of heutagogy?
The ﬁrst research question focussed on the assumptions and premises of heutagogy. The
discussion begins with an explanation of heutagogy as an emergent instructional 135
approach, explores the role and applications of technology, then discusses the roles of
humanism and constructivism in heutagogy, and concludes with an explanation of the
pedagogy-andragogy-heutagogy continuum (Blaschke, 2012, 2019; Canning, 2010).
A summary of the reviewed articles by theme appears in Table 3.
140
Emergent instructional approach
Heutagogy focusses not only on knowledge acquisition but also skill development
(Bhoyrub et al., 2010; Carpenter & Green, 2017). One of the foundational premises of
heutagogy is a concept called learner agency. With learner agency, the learner is empowered to take control over their learning by determining what and how they learn as well as
how they are assessed (Blaschke, 2018; Blaschke & Hase, 2015). It is through this approach 145
that learners can discover how they can best meet their learning objectives (Blaschke &
Hase, 2015; Canning, 2010). This agency better prepares them to handle the complex
Table 3. Themes and review articles for research question 1.
Theme
Emergent instructional
approach
Role of technology
Humanism and constructivism
Pedagogy-andragogyheutagogy continuum

Review articles
Abraham & Komattil, 2017; Agonács et al., 2019; Ashton & Elliott, 2007; Bhoyrub et al.,
2010; Brown & Mbati, 2015; Canning, 2010; Carpenter & Green, 2017; Cochrane &
Rhodes, 2013
Abraham & Komattil, 2017; Ashton & Elliott, 2007; Beaven et al., 2014; Blaschke, 2012;
Brown & Mbati, 2015; Cook & Gregory, 2018; Narayan et al., 2019
Abraham & Komattil, 2017; Ashton & Elliott, 2007; Blaschke, 2012; Canning, 2010;
Carpenter & Green, 2017; Jones et al., 2019; Kanwar et al., 2013; Links, 2018
Abraham & Komattil, 2017; Agonács & Matos, 2019; Ashton & Newman, 2006; Beaven
et al., 2014; Blaschke, 2012; Canning, 2010; Canning & Callan, 2010; Carpenter &
Green, 2017; Haworth, 2016; Jones et al., 2019; Kanwar et al., 2013; Links, 2018
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nature of the workplace (Abraham & Komattil, 2017; Blaschke, 2018, 2019; Blaschke &
Hase, 2015; Brown & Mbati, 2015; Carpenter & Green, 2017; Hase, 2009).
Heutagogy is not time bound, which lends more ﬂexibility to the learner and lets them
further engage with their learning. A key beneﬁt of this ﬂexibility is how it can support
multiple learning preferences within the same classroom. Ashton and Elliott (2007)
argued that the requirements for learners to master content in speciﬁc areas may be an
antiquated approach to instruction. In a classroom using heutagogical principles, learning
will be geared to the speciﬁc student instead of a one-size-ﬁts-all instructional model.
Hase (2009) posited that the role of questions is a key premise for heutagogy. Learners
question their own thinking and must seek out answers that modify and resolve their
thinking.
Heutagogy can provide learner and facilitator beneﬁts. Utilizing a heutagogical
approach can result in an environment in which learners are more engaged and spend
more time in the learning process (Hase & Kenyon, 2007). This leads to a more acute
understanding of content. Learners are given agency to determine how and what they
learn, creating a sense of buy-in resulting in more intrinsic motivation (Agonács et al.,
2020; Blaschke, 2018, 2019; Canning, 2010; Hase & Kenyon, 2007; Pal & Roy, 2019).
Learners develop skills that enhance their active learner capabilities because heutagogy
focusses on discovering how learners best prefer to learn and fostering that speciﬁc
method (Blaschke & Hase, 2015; Canning, 2010; Carpenter & Green, 2017; Durkin-Boyle,
2017; Stoszkowski & McCarthy, 2018). This newfound success with the personal learning
process creates higher levels of self-eﬃcacy in learners (Brown & Mbati, 2015; Carpenter &
Green, 2017; Pal & Roy, 2019).
Moreover, the beneﬁts are not solely for learners but for facilitators, too. Heutagogy
creates opportunities for instructional facilitators to develop a more direct relationship
with learners while guiding them toward their learning goals. Facilitators will likely ﬁnd
that they are learning alongside their students and will explore new approaches to
instruction. The learners, in turn, increase their capability to learn and also have opportunities to accomplish more academic goals (Blaschke, 2018; Hase & Kenyon, 2013).
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Role of technology
Technology and heutagogy are intertwined in a symbiotic relationship. Blaschke (2013)
asserted that heutagogy could not exist if not for Web 2.0 technologies, as these advances
have simpliﬁed the process through which learners connect and collaborate in various 180
contexts. A growing proportion of learning occurs outside formal educational settings,
where information and learning opportunities are mediated by technology (Beaven et al.,
2014; Brown & Mbati, 2015). Recent advances with technology have created new opportunities for learners to have more control over how and where their learning takes place,
in turn making learning a continuous process (Cook & Gregory, 2018). This aligns well with 185
heutagogical principles and fosters the type of self-determined learning essential to this
emerging learning approach.
Web 2.0 technologies. Technology, such as smartphones and web-based applications, has
made it easier for students to become content creators. The resulting content can be used
to integrate heutagogical principles into instruction, particularly online learning (Blaschke, 190
2018; Cochrane & Rhodes, 2013; Gregory & Bannister-Tyrrell, 2017). The e-learning environment incorporates collaboration, interaction, and engagement, which are key reasons why
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heutagogy has been applied to this online environment (Blaschke, 2019; Hase, 2009; Pal &
Roy, 2019). Within this learning context, instructors can use a blended approach that
incorporates multimedia and takes advantage of heutagogical principles (Ashton & Elliott,
2007). Heutagogy supports the iterative nature of learning using collaborative approaches
to assessments, feedback, and review (Hase & Kenyon, 2013).
Social media. The collaborative and learner-centered nature of Web 2.0 tools, such as
social media, blogs and wikis, creates opportunities that nurture the resolution and selfdriven nature of heutagogical learning (Blaschke, 2012, 2013, 2018, 2019; Filipe & Mack,
2019; Nadelson et al., 2017). Through the use of social media, instructors are able to
provide scaﬀolding and simultaneously support engagement and learner autonomy
(Abraham & Komattil, 2017). An example is using Twitter to handle back-channel communications during a live event, such as a class or a conference event (Moore, 2014).
Students can post questions in real time and receive responses from their classmates; it
also creates an archive of time-stamped communication during a live event and can be
a helpful resource for review of course content. Another beneﬁt of social media is that it
enables learners to determine when and how they engage with the tool and supports
their ability to self-determine their level of involvement and participation (Narayan et al.,
2019). Through the integration of social media, instructors can enable learners to create
authentic learning communities tailored to their speciﬁc needs (Brown & Mbati, 2015).
Mobile learning. More broadly, mobile learning is a concept that has direct ties to
heutagogical principles. With mobile learning, there is more ﬂexibility in when, how, and
where learning will take place—all advantages of open and distance learning environments (Brown & Mbati, 2015; Narayan et al., 2019). Mobile devices empower learners to
become content creators, enabling instruction to be more ﬂexible and adaptable to
speciﬁc student needs and interests (Narayan et al., 2019). In online learning, this can
be a powerful advantage. The COVID-19 global pandemic has demonstrated just how
connected we can stay through technology as students participate in class-based discussions using laptops or smartphones while in disparate locations (Deming, 2020; Hill, 2020;
Noguchi, 2020; Reynolds, 2020). The instructor can foster engagement and interaction by
putting students into breakout rooms or leveraging real-time collaboration tools such as
Google Docs or Google Slides.
Technology can also be used to create virtual learning environments, known as
augmented, virtual, or mixed reality. This further encourages ﬂexible and contextspeciﬁc instruction. An example of this is having students take a virtual museum tour
using their phone or laptop, moving through the museum at their own pace and
identifying what is most interesting to them (Cook & Gregory, 2018). Context-aware
technologies make it possible to augment the learner’s environment with relevant and
supportive information and services (Brown & Mbati, 2015).
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Humanism and constructivism
Humanism and constructivism underpin heutagogy. From the humanistic perspective,
heutagogy sees the learner as central to the educational process. Students can empower
themselves by taking control over their learning and developing their own learning
philosophy (Canning, 2010). The resulting eﬀect can be a transformational experience 235
(Jones et al., 2019). The theory of heutagogy contains principles that may be a response to
developments within higher education (Durkin-Boyle, 2017; Gregory et al., 2018). In online
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contexts, we see this when students have options for completing course content within
a learning management system (LMS) or when they enroll in a massive open online course
(MOOC) that aligns to their personal interests.
From the constructivist viewpoint, heutagogy takes the notion that people construct
their version of reality by using past and current knowledge and experiences (Carpenter &
Green, 2017). Recent advances in neurology have given us a better understanding of how
the human brain functions and by which means learning occurs on a neurological level.
The new ability to link brain activity to learning environment presents opportunities to
develop instruction that is more tailored to learners (Blaschke & Hase, 2015; Hase &
Kenyon, 2013). Hase and Kenyon (2013) pointed to neurological studies on how patterns
are used to build new schemas in memory and learning processes. This linkage to lived
experiences aligns with the constructivist approach built on the concept of learners using
experiences to frame and shape their learning environment. There is not one single
approach that will work for every learner as human brains are unique, bringing into
question how eﬀective current didactic and instructor-centered learning environments
are. While students manage the competing priorities in their lives, the use of ﬂexible and
blended heutagogical models of knowledge-creating enables them to deal with the real
issues of work, family, and study while developing the attributes needed for today’s world
(Abraham & Komattil, 2017; Ashton & Elliott, 2007).
Hase and Kenyon (2013) incorporated the work of several scholars into heutagogy,
including the concept of capability (Stephenson, 1998; Stephenson & Weil, 1992) and
double-loop learning (Argyris & Schon, 1978). Learning, according to Hase and Kenyon
(2013), can be understood as occurring at two distinct levels—competency and deeper
learning. In single-loop learning, a student identiﬁes a problem, takes an action which
produces a reaction, and then begins a new issue. The competency level consists of the
acquisition of knowledge and skills; this is the level that pedagogy and andragogy
describe (Hase, 2009; Hase & Kenyon, 2000; Kanwar et al., 2013). However, Abraham and
Komattil (2017) cautioned that learners should not stop at competency and should
instead move to demonstration of mastery of the content.
In double-loop learning, there is self-reﬂection on the learning process (Eberle, 2013;
Kanwar et al., 2013). Once competencies have been developed, learners are then able to
move toward the demonstration of capability, which is the application of knowledge in
new situations (Blaschke, 2012, 2014; Links, 2018; Pal & Roy, 2019). It is for this reason that
competencies are the “building blocks of learning” (Hase & Kenyon, 2013, p. 25). This type
of deeper learning developed through double-loop learning can make learners more
aware of their preferred learning style (Blaschke, 2012). The focus on both competency
and capability is what makes heutagogy apt at addressing the needs of adult learners in
complex and changing work environments (Bhoyrub et al., 2010; Blaschke, 2012). Wikis,
blogs, and discussion forums are tools that instructors can use to support self-reﬂection
within online learning environments. The advancement from single-loop learning to
double-loop learning, the integration of capability, and the progress from pedagogy to
heutagogy are some of the important features of lifelong learning (Hase, 2009; Kanwar
et al., 2013; Pal & Roy, 2019).
One way to understand the diﬀerences between competency and capability is to
consider the work of a ﬁreﬁghter. Would one want a ﬁrst responder to a ﬁre to have
never actually used a water hose before? Fireﬁghting training programs build core skills,
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but then they must learn how to adapt and apply those competencies to diﬀerent
situations. This is where capability develops—which is why they are often assigned to 285
scenario-based training exercises that force them to apply their knowledge and experience the consequences of poor decisions. Through these exercises, they better learn how
to handle similar or more intricate situations.

Pedagogy-andragogy-heutagogy continuum
Heutagogy should not be seen as replacing, or better than, pedagogy and andragogy, but
instead as a shift in the instructional approach and an extension of pedagogy and
andragogy (Hase & Kenyon, 2007; Jones et al., 2019). Some have argued that we should
not use pedagogy as an instructional framework for developing adult learners (Carpenter
& Green, 2017). Andragogy (Knowles et al., 2015) has been the preeminent learning theory
for adult learners since the 1970s, but it may not fully support learner-centered learning
environments (Carpenter & Green, 2017; Eachempati et al., 2017; Hase, 2009; Hase &
Kenyon, 2007). There are elements of both pedagogy and andragogy in heutagogy. One
of the key diﬀerences is the shift from self-directedness in andragogy to selfdeterminedness in heutagogy, and thus the change from a teacher-centered to a learnercentered instructional environment (Ashton & Newman, 2006; Naqvi & Parvez, 2019;
Speight, 2018). Even though andragogy acknowledges self-directedness in learners,
there is still a considerable instructor inﬂuence on pathways and instructional sequencing
(Abraham & Komattil, 2017). Where andragogy is presented as a linear perspective on
learning (Knowles et al., 2015), heutagogy employs double-loop learning (Hase, 2009;
Kanwar et al., 2013). Links (2018) further explained the diﬀerence in terms of ﬂow of
information and explained that andragogy is content driven while heutagogy takes
a more process-directed approach. With more adult learners seeking postgraduate
degrees and credentialing (Barbosa De Almeida Cabral et al., 2017; Moore & Fodrey,
2018; Shah, 2018), a learning approach that supports their unique needs is essential. In
many ways, a heutagogical approach can better support the diversity of learners in these
open and online learning environments.
Blaschke (2019) oﬀered two views of the heutagogical approach. The ﬁrst perspective
is that the school system suppresses the ability of younger learners to demonstrate selfdetermination (Hase, 2009; Hase & Kenyon, 2000, 2007, 2013); and, in the second perspective, learners are in a continuum from pedagogy to andragogy to heutagogy (Beaven
et al., 2014; Blaschke, 2012, 2019; Canning, 2010; Kanwar et al., 2013; Pal & Roy, 2019). The
focus of the second perspective is the level of learner autonomy (Figure 2). As the learner
moves from pedagogy to heutagogy, there is an increase in learner maturity and autonomy and an associated decrease in course structure and instructor control (Blaschke,
2012, 2019; Canning, 2010; Kanwar et al., 2013). To put this continuum into the context of
online learning, the structure of an LMS will be used to demonstrate each stage on the
continuum.
Pedagogy. Starting from the far left of the continuum is pedagogy. At this stage, there
are the lowest levels of learner autonomy. This type of instruction will have higher levels
of instructor control and the face-to-face delivery methods align mostly to sage on the
stage or chalk and talk (Blaschke, 2019). The course websites within the LMS for courses
using this instructional approach will be highly structured. These courses will have a linear
design with a heavy requirement for instructor guidance to move learners through the
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Figure 2. Levels of learner autonomy (adapted from Blaschke, 2012, p. 60, & Canning, 2010, p. 63).

curriculum (Blaschke, 2019; Canning & Callan, 2010). There are few opportunities for
learners to deviate from the prescribed structure and activities of the course. The focus
here is on the transfer and acquisition of knowledge (Blaschke, 2019).
Andragogy. Moving from pedagogy to andragogy will continue to situate learners at
the single-loop learning stage while further developing their competency (Hase &
Kenyon, 2000). Instructors are still a strong inﬂuence at this stage but will be transitioning
to more of a facilitator role, focussing on guiding learners through the achievement of
learning objectives (Abraham & Komattil, 2017). The course structure will be more open in
the LMS. A common example would be the releasing of all the instructional content
modules or units at the start of the semester. While learners still have instructor-set
deadlines, they could move ahead if needed. This allows for more autonomy and selfdirected learning (Canning & Callan, 2010; Kanwar et al., 2013). Another example is how
discussion forum assignments are structured. A common approach would be to set
a deadline to make initial posts and then a date several days later to complete replies
(Moore, 2016). This provides students ﬂexibility in when they make initial and reply to
posts but instructors still have a level of control over how the assignments are completed
(Jones et al., 2019).
Heutagogy. At the third and ﬁnal phase of heutagogy, the learners have fully grasped
control of their learning and the instructor has less direct involvement (Blaschke, 2019;
Kanwar et al., 2013; Pal & Roy, 2019). At this end of the spectrum, the learner autonomy is
at its highest and double-loop learning (Argyris & Schon, 1978) will be fully demonstrated.
Using the LMS example, this course will resemble more of a self-paced course. There will
be few, if any, actual deadlines. Instead, the focus will be on deliverables, and students will
move through the content in the sequence of their choosing to develop the skills to
complete the deliverables. The deliverables can include ﬁnal activities such as writing
a ﬁnal paper or passing a ﬁnal exam. The capability development that will be evident at
this stage is the key distinction between andragogy and heutagogy (Agonács & Matos,
2019). Learners at this stage will transition from self-directed to self-determined learning
(Blaschke, 2019) and demonstrate high levels of autonomy and maturity. But as autonomy
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increases, so too does the necessity for higher levels of self-reﬂection and self-assessment
(Haworth, 2016; Links, 2018). This can be a challenge for learners as they may be more
comfortable when they have an instructor to provide feedback and prompts for reﬂection 360
at regular intervals (Links, 2018).

Research question 2: What are learning environments and contexts?
For the second research question, the review focussed on the types of learning environments and contexts that support heutagogical approaches to learning. The emerging
themes were workplace environments, including informal online learning; higher educa- 365
tion; medical education; professional development; and MOOCs. The themes and review
articles are summarized in Table 4.

Workplace environments
The dynamic and evolving nature of the workplace makes it a particularly well-suited
environment for the heutagogical approach (Ashton & Newman, 2006; Blaschke,
2019; Blaschke & Hase, 2016; Hase, 2009). Hase (2009) pointed to the need for
workers to not only identify skill gaps but also seek solutions to ﬁll these gaps as
reasons why heutagogy can work well in the workplace. The modern workplace
places a premium on workers that can demonstrate capability instead of mere
competence. In the context of higher education, the workplace takes the context
of professional or personal development. In recognition of the type of learning that
occurs outside of the classroom, there has been growing interest in the use of prior
learning assessment (Blaschke & Hase, 2015; Durkin-Boyle, 2017). Prior learning
assessment gives learners the ability to have their experience and skills recognized
through academic credit (Blaschke & Hase, 2015).
We engage in nearly constant forms of informal online learning, deﬁned as
learning that happens when accessing the Internet (Holland, 2019). While watching
a television show, someone may look up an actor to see what other shows they
have appeared in—this is an example of informal online learning. It happens so
frequently we often do not consider it learning or even notice that we are doing it.
One of the indicators of informal online learning is the role of questions—most
learning begins with a question (Holland, 2019). This makes the subsequent searching for information a self-determined learner-centered act. One example is the use
of Wikipedia, which is a learner-generated repository of information that is curated
by volunteers in a public space (Holland, 2019).
Table 4. Themes and review articles for research question 2.
Theme
Workplace
Higher education
Medical education
Professional
development
MOOCs

Review articles
Ashton & Newman, 2006; Blaschke, 2012; Holland, 2019
Canning & Callan, 2010; Cochrane & Rhodes, 2013; Cochrane et al., 2013; Faherty, 2015; Green &
Schlairet, 2017; Jones et al., 2014; Jones et al., 2019; Mulrennan, 2018; Narayan et al., 2019
Green & Huntington, 2017; Green & Schlairet, 2017; Links, 2018
Bali & Caines, 2018; Carpenter & Green, 2017; Carpenter & Linton, 2016; Cochrane & Narayan,
2013; Kubalíková & Kacian, 2016
Agonács & Matos, 2019; Agonács et al., 2019; Anders, 2015; Bali & Caines, 2018; Beaven et al.,
2014
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Higher education
Heutagogy, often explained in the context of adult education, has widespread educational
applications in a variety of contexts (Blaschke, 2012; Green & Schlairet, 2017; Hase, 2009;
Hase & Kenyon, 2013). In their study of higher education institutions in the United Kingdom,
Canning and Callan (2010) linked the demonstration of capacity and capability to the
application of heutagogical principles. Heutagogy has been used for course redesigns in
higher education courses where heutagogical principles were used to shift the focus from
instructor-centered to a more student centered approach. The integration of heutagogical
principles has guided course redesigns in journalism (Cochrane et al., 2013; Mulrennan,
2018; Narayan et al., 2019), enterprise education (Faherty, 2015; Jones, 2016; Jones et al.,
2014; Jones et al., 2019), and architecture education (Cochrane & Rhodes, 2013).
For these course redesigns, technology was used to shift from a more pedagogical to
heutagogical approach. The technology enabled students to take a more active role in how
they created, consumed, and demonstrated their mastery of the content. It also gave more
ﬂexibility for how, where, and when learning took place. In a journalism course redesign,
Mulrennan (2018) focussed on ways to reconceptualize assessments by providing more
opportunities for student-directed learning and an increased utilization of social media
tools. These tools helped create stronger connections between theory and practice—a key
component of a heutagogical approach. Mobile learning tools were also used to facilitate
more learner-generated content within an enterprise education course redesign (Cochrane
& Rhodes, 2013). For these redesigns, the technology integration helped create more
authentic learning environments (Cochrane & Rhodes, 2013; Faherty, 2015; Jones et al.,
2019; Mulrennan, 2018; Narayan et al., 2019)
Medical education
Another context that has seen success with applying heutagogical approaches is medical
education. Healthcare professionals must stay current on best practices and be able to
accurately apply this knowledge to unique situations (Green & Huntington, 2017). This
need to adapt to dynamic work conditions is supported through heutagogical principles.
As highlighted by Green and Schlairet (2017), clinicians must also have experience with
responding to various medical situations. A way to meet these needs is through a ﬂipped
classroom approach, which provides opportunities to master the content and then apply it
in authentic environments. This approach has been useful particularly with pharmacy and
nursing students (Green & Schlairet, 2017). In providing this ﬂipped instructional approach,
clinicians have opportunities to take a more active role in how they manage their own
learning and have the ﬂexibility to be self-directed (Green & Schlairet, 2017). Clinicians need
ongoing education as there are ever-evolving medical situations. Ongoing medical education lends itself well to a more self-determined approach as research and learning will be
driven by speciﬁc feedback, problems, or interests (Links, 2018). Thus, it is critical that
clinicians demonstrate capability versus competency (Links, 2018). This emphasis ﬁts well
with the move from a rigid curriculum to a ﬂexible approach to learning that evolves as the
learner’s scope of practices changes throughout the life cycle of a clinician.
Professional development
In the context of professional development, there is a tension between institutions
dictating what needs to be learned and faculty having control over how and what they

395

400

405

410

415

420

425

430

DISTANCE EDUCATION

13

learn (Bali & Caines, 2018; Carpenter & Green, 2017). This one-size-ﬁts-all approach to
professional development can create inequalities as the development needs of the
marginalized are not being addressed (Bali & Caines, 2018). The result can be a lack of
innovation and creativity, particularly within the role of instructional delivery methods.
And the environment is critical for professional development. As Kubalíková and Kacian
(2016) highlighted, in a restricted county, such as Slovakia, there is not a receptive
environment to the heutagogic approach to professional development. In their quartercentury review of professional development in the post-communist era of Slovakia, they
found that many of the restrictions from the communist regime still existed within the
educational system. This centralized approach to education runs counter to the necessary
structure for a heutagogical approach.
To address these inequalities and create an environment that is supportive of the
heutagogical approach, educators have a couple of options. The ﬁrst is to make use of
technology, in particular social media, to make professional development more open (Bali
& Caines, 2018). By taking advantage of social media, educators can take more control
over their learning and demonstrate the self-directedness that is a key part of heutagogy
(Bali & Caines, 2018; Carpenter & Green, 2017). Another way that educators can take more
control over their professional development is by participating in unconferences, known
as Edcamps (Carpenter & Green, 2017; Carpenter & Linton, 2016, 2018). These unconferences are free and have participants determine the session topics, usually through an
opening brainstorming session. The structure of unconferences links to heutagogical
principles as the sessions will be learner-driven and focussed on the topics most applicable to the attendees. A synergy is formed around speciﬁc topics, which allows for indepth conversation and networking that often extend beyond that particular session
(Carpenter & Green, 2017).
Institutions beneﬁt from providing a more open approach to professional development (Bali & Caines, 2018). For one, educators will be more motivated to explore items
that are of interest. Another beneﬁt was found by a study conducted by (Cochrane &
Narayan, 2013). In their study, heutagogical principles were used to oﬀer a professional
development course. After the course, the researchers found that many participants
returned to their home institutions and developed their own courses that focussed on
heutagogical principles. This enabled more faculty to beneﬁt from this approach.
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MOOCs
MOOCs oﬀer an ideal environment for self-determined learners as enrollments in
courses are driven by learner interest (Beaven et al., 2014). The nonlinear nature of
MOOCs makes them ideal for heutagogical approaches (Agonács & Matos, 2019; 470
Agonács et al., 2020; Anders, 2015; Beaven et al., 2014). There are two primary types
of MOOCs—cMOOCs and xMOOCs (Anders, 2015; Beaven et al., 2014; Bonk et al., 2017);
and within these two types, there are three categories—network-based, task-based, and
content-based (Lane, 2012, as cited in Beaven et al., 2014). These categories align with
participatory levels and the pedagogy-andragogy-heutagogy continuum as learner 475
autonomy increases and instructor control decreases as the course approach moves
from content-based to task-based to network-based (Beaven et al., 2014). An xMOOC
will follow the traditional instructor-driven structure and will be content-based (Beaven
et al., 2014; Bonk et al., 2017: Moore et al, 2019). Conversely, cMOOCs, or connectivist
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MOOCs, are closely aligned with heutagogical principles (Anders, 2015; Beaven et al., 480
2014). Anders (2015) further diﬀerentiated between the two types, by emphasizing the
goal of cMOOCs as being an interest in learner-generated content and a greater focus
on collaborative learning. Although an xMOOC will have an active facilitator who will
provide instructional content, a cMOOC will integrate social media and collaborative
content approaches to empower learners to provide the content and the associated 485
learning pathways through a network-based approach to learning (Anders, 2015; Bali &
Caines, 2018).
As MOOCs have evolved, there have been hybrid designs which are attempts to give
even more ﬂexibility and control to learners. One of these hybrid designs is known as
a dual pathway MOOC, in which the participants do not have to select one instructional 490
approach and are able to seamlessly move between more instructor-driven and studentdriven content (Bali & Caines, 2018). The University of Texas at Arlington has a dualpathway MOOC “Data, Analytics and Learning,” delivered on the edX platform (Bali &
Caines, 2018).

Critiques and challenges

495

Heutagogy is not without its critiques and challenges. The most glaring critique is the lack
of empirical evidence regarding the application of the approach (Agonács & Matos, 2019).
This is one reason that heutagogy is not an established learning theory (Bhoyrub et al.,
2010). In their systematic review of empirical articles applying heutagogy, Agonács and
Matos (2019) discovered that researchers were focussed on understanding certain phe- 500
nomena related to heutagogy rather than explaining and predicting them—resulting in
mostly qualitative studies. In order to address this lack of empirical reason, there is a need
for additional studies, particularly situated in non-formal learning environments and in
online environments (Agonács & Matos, 2019; Blaschke, 2012). In addition, there are also
challenges to the implementation of heutagogical approaches, speciﬁcally with assess- 505
ments and institutional policies.

Assessment
The ﬁrst challenge is with the assessment component. In a traditional classroom, the
instructor develops, delivers, and grades activities and learning within the classroom.
However, in a heutagogical learning environment, the learner identiﬁes the method 510
through which they want to receive assessments and take active steps in developing
these assessments (Blaschke, 2019; Hase & Kenyon, 2013). This can be a challenge both for
the instructor (tasked with creating an environment that allows for formative assessment)
and the learner (tasked with taking ownership over their own assessment) (Blaschke,
2019; Hase, 2009; Pal & Roy, 2019).
515
One way to mitigate the assessment challenge is through leveraging e-learning
technologies, which could provide more evidence of the eﬀectiveness of online learning
for heutagogical approaches (Hase, 2009). Although some will argue against selfdetermined learning by pointing to the extra time that it takes to implement, Hase and
Kenyon (2013) countered that the beneﬁts to learners far outweigh any amount of time 520
taken to create the learning environment. The process of negotiating assessments can
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lead to more motivated learners as they are able to take more ownership over their
learning (Hase, 2009).

Institutional policies
The shifting of evaluation responsibility from the instructor to the learner is likely the 525
element that gives the most concern to administrators when considering whether to
approve this type of instructional approach. In heutagogy, learning is not conceptualized
as a linear path, and it is thus important that the learner can review their progress
continually and apply the knowledge to practice (Blaschke, 2013, 2019; Eachempati
et al., 2017; Hase, 2009; Pal & Roy, 2019). Institutions are reliant on accreditation and 530
permit these entities to dictate what learning looks like, how it is measured, and what is
essential (Blaschke & Hase, 2015). It has been argued that it is actually the constraints of
passing tests and standardized curricula that hamper the ability of learners to question
and be self-determined learners (Blaschke & Hase, 2015; Hase, 2009). For these reasons,
heutagogy does not squarely ﬁt into existing educational structures (Blaschke, 2012). The 535
negotiated assessment that gives learners the ability to deﬁne learning in their own terms
can further present challenges for receiving curriculum approval and accreditation. When
giving learners power over assessment, there are concerns that it makes it diﬃcult to
measure learning within the classroom.

Conclusion
This systematic review synthesized peer-reviewed articles to explore the premise and
contexts of heutagogy and how these apply to online learning environments. The focus
on peer-reviewed articles highlighted the most signiﬁcant limitation of heutagogy. As this
review and others (e.g., Agonács & Matos, 2019) have shown, there is a lack of empirical
evidence to support the heutagogical approach. This lack of empirical research is why
heutagogy will remain an emerging instructional approach instead of becoming
a learning theory, such as constructivism. The nature of how heutagogy was conceptualized—as an extension of pedagogy and andragogy—also limits the empirical impact as it
is diﬃcult to be able to pinpoint where andragogy ended and heutagogy began. This is
not necessarily a bad thing and speaks to the ﬂexibility and applicability of heutagogy. It
demonstrates the ability of heutagogy to be applied and implemented in a variety of
contexts, both in formal and informal learning environments.
Although heutagogy presents opportunities to leverage the Web 2.0 technologies
and aﬀordances of distance education, it is not without challenges, particularly
around accreditation, institutional policies, and implementation. These challenges
can be roadblocks for heutagogy being fully implemented within traditional educational settings. But there is a place for heutagogy in the overall education landscape
because so much of our learning occurs outside of traditional and formal learning
environments (Beaven et al., 2014; Brown & Mbati, 2015). Instructors at all levels can
explore opportunities to integrate heutagogical approaches into their current curriculum in ways that can foster and develop lifelong learning skills. An example can be
revising the ﬁnal course assignment to have more ﬂexibility with topic and delivery
selection and thus giving learners more autonomy in how they complete that ﬁnal

540

545

550

555

560

16

R. L. MOORE

assignment. Subtle challenges to assignments such as this can enable instructional
goals to be still met while still supporting the learner-centered approach that is
foundational to heutagogy. As more and more education moves to online modalities,
learners will need to learn how to be more autonomous in how they seek out but also
apply and learn instructional context. As the needs of learners evolve, it is critical that
education also evolves in the instructional approaches that are used. The heutagogical approach places a heavy emphasis on the learner’s autonomy in a way that fosters
the type of lifelong learning that is critical for success in the 21st century and beyond.
Researchers should design empirical-based studies that seek to validate the heutagogical learning approach. To move in this direction, researchers could follow the
example of how the community of inquiry framework (CoI, Garrison et al., 2001) was
validated. After identifying the three presences of the CoI framework, an instrument
to measure these presences was developed and validated by researchers. There has
been extensive research where the CoI instrument has been applied in various
contexts, such as MOOCs (Kovanović et al., 2018) and online graduate programs
(Kumar & Ritzhaupt, 2014). Additionally, recent research has focussed on ways to
revise and apply CoI to new contexts including creating additional presences (Kozan &
Caskurlu, 2018). For heutagogy, the ﬁrst step would be identifying the key elements
and how those can be measurable and distinguishable from andragogy and pedagogy. This would require consensus on what heutagogy is versus what andragogy or
pedagogy are. After reaching this consensus, researchers could then measure these
elements and their associated inﬂuence on learner outcomes and knowledge transfer.
The development of the heutagogy instrument would require a validation process
that would enable researchers to test the survey in diﬀerent instructional contexts
and move heutagogy from an emerging learning approach to an empirically supported theory.
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